25, owes a lot to Scotus's use of Aristotelian causal categories in his Quaestiones super libros Metaphysicorum, Book IX, q. 14-15. In this present article, I seek to link Olivi and the usus pauper controversy into Scotus's treatment of the rational will.
Most studies of Scotus's position on human freedom take as their starting point the discussion in his Quaestiones super libros Metaphysicorum Book IX, q. 15. In this important text, the Subtle Doctor frames his presentation of the will's rational freedom in terms of Aristotelian causality. Scotus creatively interprets the metaphysical distinction between rational and irrational causes 3 in order to attribute rational causality to the will and irrational causality to nature and, by extension, to the intellect. Because of its freedom from natural causality, the will is undetermined by anything other than itself. It is precisely this indeterminacy that defines the act of willing freely. Indeed, no other reason can be given as to why the will acts in the way that it does than the affirmation "because the will is the will." The importance of Aristotle for Scotus cannot be denied. Indeed, it is precisely in the Stagirite's texts that Scotus finds what he needs in order to ground the will's freedom in the deeper dimension of causal orders: the rational and irrational. Elsewhere, I have proposed an additional frame within which to approach Scotus's discussion of freedom: one that identifies it more closely with Stoic notions of self-mastery. 5 This identification with another philosophical tradition, 3 Aristotle, Metaphysics IX, ch. 5, 1048a 8-10: "For the non-rational potencies are all productive of one effect each, but the rational produce contrary effects, so that if they produced their effects necessarily they would produce them at the same time; but this is impossible. There must then be something else that decides; I mean by this desire or choice."
4 "Quare voluntas illud volet? Nulla erit alia causa nisi quia est voluntas." Quaestiones super libros Metaphysicorum, IX, 15, n. 29 (OPh IV, 682) . There is a great deal of scholarly debate around this particular passage and its relationship to a possible libertarian freedom in Scotus. See for example, Thomas Williams' "The Libertarian Foundations of Scotus's Moral Philosophy," The Thomist 62 (1998): 193-215. I will not be dealing with this question in this article. My purpose is, rather, to contextualize what Scotus is doing with the will's freedom in his use of Aristotle. one that pre-dates the entrance of Aristotelian texts, brings Scotus into closer alignment with earlier thinkers such as Anselm, 6 Richard of St. Victor, and, ultimately Augustine. Allan B. Wolter's seminal "Native Freedom of the Will as a Key to the Ethics of Scotus," 7 outlined the importance of Anselm's discussion as central to the notion of the rational will and for Scotus's moral theory. Despite my own preference for the Anselmian roots of Scotus's position on the will's rational freedom, I am still bothered by the question as to why Scotus would work so carefully to integrate Anselm with Aristotle, as can be clearly seen in his final teaching (Reportatio Parisiensis II, 25) . Why indeed does he read these two important sources recursively? What is the significance of Anselm for him? Is it, as I have suggested, 8 his attempt to reconcile philosophical and theological authorities around the single affirmation of rational freedom? Is it, as Stephen Dumont's research also suggests, informed by the controversies at the University of Paris during the final years of the thirteenth century? 9 In what follows, I suggest a third, and perhaps even more helpful, perspective from which to approach these texts, one that draws upon Scotus's own Franciscan identity. I consider here his position on rational freedom specifically in light of the debate taking place within his lifetime and, indeed, at 6 "Did Scotus Modify His Position on the Relationship of the Intellect and the Will?" Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 69, n. 1 (2002): 88-116. 7 In The Philosophical Theology of John Duns Scotus, ed. Marilyn M. Adams (Ithaca, NY: Cornell, 1990), 148-62. 8 "La genèse de la volonté rationnelle: du Lectura au Reportatio II, d. 25, 9 "Did Scotus Change his Mind on the Will?" After the Condemnation of 1277 -The University of Paris in the Last Quarter of the Thirteenth century, ed. J.A. Aertsen et al. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000) , 719-94. In this article, Dumont discusses the way in which Scotus returns (in the Reportatio II, 25) to a position of Henry of Ghent that he had dismissed earlier in the Lectura version of the same question. At the close of the study, Dumont suggests that the influence of Gonsalvo's reaffirmation of traditional Franciscan positions might help to explain the shift. "Although Gonsalvus's dispute with Godfrey may have been the occasion for and context of Scotus's reconsideration of the matter, some further, philosophical (or perhaps theological) motivation seems demanded." (794) . the heart of his own religious community: the poverty controversy of the final decades of the thirteenth and the opening years of the fourteenth centuries. This perspective would take seriously the important influence of Peter John Olivi's position on the nature of freedom as restrained use, the heart of the usus pauper position. This Franciscan position on poverty may indeed help us understand the developing position of the rational will we find in Scotus's texts.
We begin by proposing the following hypothesis: that Scotus's work on the rational will in his various texts reveals his own attempt to link the Franciscan position on human freedom to usus pauper or restrained use. If this is true, Scotus's final Reportatio position on the rational will could then be understood as the fruit of his Franciscan reflection on the relationship of the vow of poverty (usus pauper) to Aristotelian metaphysical categories of rationality and irrationality, as well as to the Anselmian analysis of the will's affections. If this hypothesis can be successfully defended, then we can understand why Anselm is so important to Scotus, and why, in his final Reportatio teaching, he prefers Anselm's analysis of the rational will to that offered by Aristotle. A successful defense here may also shed more light on the question raised by Dumont's study: why did Scotus appear to reverse himself and embrace Henry of Ghent's sine qua non position in his final teaching on the causality of willing?
In what follows, we recall briefly the position of Peter John Olivi on usus pauper and the developing controversy during the final decades of the thirteenth century. Following this, we look more closely at several ways in which Olivi articulates and defends the dignity of the human will in its exercise of freedom as indeterminatio, based upon the will's capacity for self-restraint. Turning then to Scotus in the second half of this study, we see how Olivi's insights find an echo in his own articulation of the will's rational freedom, in his use of Anselm's Gedankexperiment and in his approach to Aristotle's causal categories. At the close of the article, we consider more carefully the singular significance of the discussion of rational and irrational causes (what Scotus finds in Aristotle). With the help of the Philosopher (and pace Olivi), Scotus may indeed offer a more well-grounded, and therefore more satisfying, theoretical foundation for the usus pauper position.
But, before we proceed, one caveat. Notwithstanding the continuity with his predecessor, Scotus would have developed his theory in a way that Olivi would certainly have found objectionable: using Aristotelian philosophical categories to defend poverty, the heart of the Franciscan way of life. In response to Olivi's objections, however, Scotus could reasonably point to the fact that he creatively altered the Aristotelian distinction of causes, demonstrating his own independence relative to the Philosopher and grounding the intuition regarding poverty as restrained use (usus pauper) on the strongest philosophical footing, that of Aristotle himself. we know a great deal about the historical and philosophical aspects of Olivi's position on the nature of freedom, on the dignity of the human will, its centrality for his position in the usus pauper controversy, and its pretended role as a corrective of pagan philosophical positions. We know less than we would like, however, about the precise story behind the controversy and condemnation of Olivi in 1283, and of the reasons behind the posthumous condemnation of his writings by Minister John of Murrovalle in 1299. 13 What we do know is that, after 1299, Olivi's work could be neither read nor taught. Any lector worthy of the position of teacher was required to abide by such a restriction.
Part i. Peter John olivi and UsUs PaUPer
Despite the condemnations within the order, Olivi's influence on the friars was powerful. His influence on Scotus's po- sition on freedom and the will has been most fully documented by Ernst Stadter, 14 and will not be repeated here. Stadter's excellent study can give the impression that Scotus simply followed Olivi's position, without any original or significant transformations. This is clearly not the case. Yet, despite his divergence from Olivi at critical points, there remain important aspects of Olivi's thought that are particularly resonant with Scotus's own position and they do reappear in his arguments.
Usus pauper and the dignity of the natural will
Olivi's Tractatus de perfectione evangelica, Q. 8 lays out clearly how the will's dignity and superiority support his position on poverty as restrained use of goods (usus pauper), rather than simply their non-possession. David Burr identifies this text, along with its partner, question 9, as the possible source for what would later develop into the usus pauper controversy. 15 Here Olivi presents in germ the lynchpin for his own position: that the vow of poverty, with its essential element of restrained use is not merely an imitation of the practice of Jesus and his apostles; it is also perfective of human persons. It is therefore to be embraced as neither extreme nor dangerous.
Olivi's work highlights a shift in Franciscan concerns regarding the practice of poverty. While the earlier generation (that of Bonaventure of Bagnoregio) had defended the Franciscan practice against external critics and detractors, Olivi's work focuses on the practice of such poverty by those who profess it. Olivi was writing for the friars.
16 His position points to the internal discussion and reflection upon the nature of the Franciscan vocation and the vowed life after 1270.
In the Tractatus Olivi offers the following argument in favor of usus pauper: the highest state of poverty (insofar as it involves restrained use of goods) conforms to the natural human will considered according to its rectitude. The source for this rectitude lies within the will itself: in the natural freedom by which the will is able to master itself. This innate power of self-mastery expresses itself in a twofold manner: in its ability to control and move beyond its own desires and, in addition, in its ability to be free from the lure of external goods, thus enabling it to move beyond things of this world. Neither our will nor our person is determined naturally (per naturam) to one thing rather than another. Indeed, there is no power in nature (re de vi naturae) sufficient to move the will to one thing rather than another. Self-mastery is the source for this freedom from external goods, so important for ordered loving. It is also self-mastery that enables the will (which Olivi identifies with the heart 17 ) to achieve internal harmony, or tranquilitas. In its internal capacity for selfdominion and its external freedom (indetermination) from worldly attachments, the will demonstrates its twofold superiority to the natural order.
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This natural state of the will is that state of reflexive selfmastery, lost when innocence was lost. The vow of poverty offers the means by which the will can return to its original rectitude: full self-mastery and restrained use of the goods of the world. The state of the highest poverty assists the will 17 This identification of the will with the heart (cor) is central to the biblical tradition which inspires medieval reflection upon human action. The heart is not the center of emotions, rather it is the deepest center of the human person. For this reason, when Olivi speaks of the will, he also speaks of the person. See, for example, II Sentences, q. 52 (II, 200 in the recovery of its excellence in all its dignity: its breadth, length and height.
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The strongest evidence for the truth of this assertion comes from personal reflection and attention to one's inner state. Such evidence is indubitable. Any inner struggle to master one's desires, any effort to perform a difficult or arduous task is immediately evident to the person attempting it. The capacity for this type of heroic self-control or natural self-sacrifice reveals the native dignity of the human will.
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Olivi grounds his position for the primacy of poverty both on the will's natural dignity (it belongs to the will according to its natural rectitude) and upon the experience of introspection (evident examples of self-restraint). Consequently, the vow of poverty perfects the human will and the human person, returning it to its natural abode: rectitude intended by God.
Olivi offers this reflection upon the nature of the will as one piece of evidence in favor of poverty. Consideration of the state of innocence also bears witness to the dignity of the human will and points to the excellence of the state of poverty. That early state before the Fall involved restrained use: all goods were held in common. There was no private ownership, nor did any legal system attribute possession of property to anyone. In addition, the states of grace and glory also attest to the exalted nature of the state of vowed poverty, not simply as absence of possessions, but as self-mastery and restrained use. 
The primary datum of experience: freedom as self-mastery
Olivi's identification of freedom with self-mastery and the appeal to personal experience as the most certain proof of his position return in many of his arguments. In his Quaestiones in Secundum Librum Sententiarum, q. 52, he identifies selfmastery with personhood in the following way: "to be a person (personalitas) is to be a per se existent, possessing oneself reflectively." 21 In q. 54, he identifies freedom in the will with self-mastery. "Freedom without the will is impossible, for freedom is nothing more than the will's ability to dominate itself...." 22 This line of reflection continues in q. 57, devoted to free will (liberum arbitrium). The will is free because it is capable of self-possession and self-dominion, both externally and internally. Indeed, the will's relationship to itself, its reflexivity, shows it to be a self-mover. The will's reflexivity is the basis for its self-dominion and self-movement. Neither of these would be possible were the will not free.
In addition, nothing can act reflexively immediately toward itself, unless it is first turned toward itself as mover to what can be moved, for to reflect on is to move oneself. However, no power can move itself toward itself or toward another, unless it has dominion over itself, as will be shown in what follows. One cannot have such dominion, over oneself or another, if one is not free. In this passage, Olivi plays upon two meanings of the term se reflectere. One sense, which might be translated "to reflect upon itself" suggests self-consciousness, self-awareness or self-reflection. But a second sense, which I have translated "act reflexively toward onself" also contains the key notion of self-mastery and dominion that is also developed within the citation above. It seems that, for Olivi, the fact of the will's freedom, as a primary datum of experience, involves immediate self-awareness and self-mastery. Both are involved in self-movement, and therefore identify the will's primacy as a self-moving cause.
All this is evident, he states, and most certainly clear to introspection. Our will is capable of self-restraint (se retinere), not only relative to goods that are indifferent, but even more so relative to those to which it is drawn.
24 At this point in his argument, Olivi introduces an example, as primary datum of experience, that returns several times in his discussion: love for an enemy. It is often the case, he argues, that we experience an act of conversion toward an enemy, wherein we move ourselves to love someone we had previously despised. Anyone able to do this, to refrain from one act (aversion to one whom we dislike) and to move toward another (loving that person despite our natural aversion) possesses power and dominion over both modes of action. In such a case, there is both self-restraint (a first act of self-dominion) and selfmovement counter to natural inclinations (a second act of self-dominion). This second act requires dominance over the appetites, against whose inclinations one could restrain oneself. This, he concludes, is what is meant when we speak of freedom in the will.
For indeed, we frequently experience that we move ourselves toward those things we had previously avoided and hated, such as loving one's enemy. Any power which can hold itself back from one act and move beyond it toward another act is free toward inclining and not inclining, since it has the power and dominion over both acts. Indeed, one would not be able to restrain oneself against one's appetite and inclination, unless the restraining power had dominion over the appetite against whose inclination it restrained itself; and in the same way it could not move itself toward that which it hated and avoided, unless it had dominion over that hatred and over that flight.
25
Such capacity for self-restraint is most certain and evident to anyone attentive to her inner states. This capacity reveals the sort of freedom Olivi means when he speaks of the dignity of the will.
Acting against one's inclinations returns again in q. 58, where Olivi appeals directly to the capacity for conversion. The fall of the virtuous person from virtue as well as the vicious person's conversion from vice depends upon the ability to resist one's natural inclinations. In both cases, the person acts against habit or inclination. The virtuous person acts contrary to years of virtuous living. The vicious person acts contrary to his own strengthened and habitual inclinations toward vice. In each case, there are really two acts involved. The first act is that of self-restraint: stopping the habitual inclination. The second act is the act of self-movement: toward vice or virtue. Yet whatever the outcome, the act of self-restraint is identical in both cases. Because the will possesses this self-dominion, it "can impel and move and withdraw itself and the other faculties and active powers subject to it." The will receives nothing from the intellect, nor from the object, that acts as an efficient principle for its movement. 27 The object as presented by intellection serves as a type of final cause (extrinsic to the will's movement), serving merely as pre-requisite (sine qua non) for the will's action. The object focuses or limits the will's power by directing it toward an external terminus.
28 Nothing, however, not even the object of the will, determines the will's movement. It is the will alone, in its capacity for self-mastery and self-dominion, that determines itself.
This freedom of the will as indetermination is also, according to Olivi, a primary datum of experience. Once again, the act of self-reflection reveals clearly the way in which we do not act as do animals. For we are aware (sentiremus) that in a given moment when we act according to our inclinations, at that very instant we have the capacity not act as we do. And conversely, we know that at the moment we do not act we have it in our power to act.
29 This self-awareness is the deepest and most evident proof that we ourselves are a po- tency to act independently of external determination. The will's freedom is this indeterminatio, undetermined by anything other than itself.
The will's indetermination
The will's self-mastery and freedom are revealed to us when we attend carefully to the mode of indetermination proper to the will. It belongs to the will to have the highest indetermination regarding its objects, its acts and its mode of acting.
30
As regards the objects of the will, Olivi identifies three traditional categories: the uncreated good, the twofold division of goods into the just and the beneficial (iusti et commodi) , and the category of pleasurable or delectable goods. He further explains that these objects can be understood by the will as ends or as means leading to an end. For example, the will can establish an object as an end for itself that had, hitherto, not been seen as an end. The example Olivi provides is telling: when we begin to love someone with the love of friendship, the beloved is loved, for the first time, for himself alone. In this example, we not only shift our attention to a new object of love but, rather, we alter our own mode of loving. In this act of a conversion in loving, the person moves herself from seeing another as a means to seeing him as an end. Now the other is loved as an object of intrinsic value and for himself alone. Once again, here is an act that reveals the extent to which our will is not determined by the object as presented by the intellect. We are free (indetermined) to exercise control over our acts of loving and over the modality of those acts. This sort of indetermination would be impossible to the will, were it not free. In his argument, Olivi ties the indetermination of the will to its independence from external factors and to its own power over itself and its own acts of loving. The shift from loving an object according to the category of use (commodi) to the category of intrinsic value (iustitiae) requires that the will perceive the higher order of justice, that it restrain and regulate itself relative to the orders of use and delight. The order of justice is proper to those beings who possess freedom.
For one would not be able to raise oneself to an intrinsic good, unless one could perceive the order of intrinsic goods and unless by the love of intrinsic goods, the will could restrain itself and regulate itself from bonum commodi, from goods of use, and from delectable goods. Now one who does not have freedom cannot participate in the order of justice, nor can one restrain oneself from the above according to the order of justice without freedom, because if such [restraint] is not done freely, it ought never be called just or according to justice.
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Olivi reiterates what is at stake here: it is not simply the ability to love goods of justice for their own sake, it is the ability to restrain oneself and to move toward a conversion in loving certain goods anew. This means, quite simply, that the person recognizes something/someone as worthy of love for itself alone, and without regard to personal gain or ambition. To see such an object as an end in itself, to love that object with a love of friendship requires the highest form of freedom as self-mastery. It also requires the will's absolute indeterminacy from external factors that might compel it to love a certain object in a certain way.
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In the presence of several goods of equal value, there is no reason we can give, other than the will's freedom, adequately to explain why the will chooses one good over another. And, Olivi concludes in response to a possible objection, this affirmation does not reduce the human will to arbitrary action, like that of animals. Animals do not deliberate nor do they judge among objects, as we do. Once again, introspection reveals to us why, in a particular instance, we choose between two goods. The animal appetite is continually moved by nature to act in the way it does. 34 Introspection, indetermination, self-mastery, goods of justice and happiness: all of these are the primary data of experience, made possible by the will's self-reflexivity. Olivi ties all these aspects together with a single example, the single most evident manner by which we are able to affirm our own freedom. It is the act of conversion in the modality of the will's act, namely, the love of friendship for someone previously loved according to personal advantage. This shift within the will, a conversion in loving, a shift of perspective from self to other, from selfishness to generosity, is the singular and most evident example that distinguishes the human will from that of animals, who do not deliberate over goods to which they are attracted, nor are they capable of loving something according to its intrinsic goodness. A compelling demonstration of the truth of his argument closes the discussion. Without freedom in the will, which Olivi refers to both as free choice (liberum arbitrium) and as freedom of choice (libertatem arbitrii), no friendship, whether among humans or with God, would be possible. Human society as well as religion would be impossible, not to mention voluntary human associations such as religious orders whose members profess poverty. Indeed, without the will's freedom, we would be nothing more than "intellectual brutes."
36 No one of sound mind would dare conclude to the pessimism and "intolerable falsehood" in denying the will's freedom. on the primacy of freedom in the will. Editors of the critical edition of Scotus's philosophical works note various points where Olivi, although rarely named by the Subtle Doctor, is clearly the voice behind the position, or at least obliquely present in the reference to alii. 44 Despite the level of unanimity and textual evidence behind the assertion of influence, no one, to my knowledge, has actually attempted to explain the exact nature of Olivi's role for Scotus, nor to suggest why the Subtle Doctor sees in Olivi, whose teachings had been condemned, an authority so worthy of his attention. If I am correct in my supposition that Scotus was sympathetic to the usus pauper position, then the echoes of Olivi in Scotus's texts may help us understand what is at the heart of Scotus's theory on the will as sole rational potency. It is precisely this sort of will that would be needed, in order to advance and defend the centrality of usus pauper, not merely for the vowed life of a friar, but for the fullest excellence of the human person. In developing Olivi's insight into a full-blown theory, Scotus extends the life of Franciscan perfection beyond the Order.
Once the texts of Olivi were condemned and his doctrines forbidden in 1299 by the chapter of Vienne, friars who were sympathetic to the position he espoused could only defend it and thereby advance the usus pauper position by means of alternate arguments and authorities. This approach could involve, as we see in Scotus, a two-stage reductio argument that moves from the immediate experience of willing, and in particular the experience of self-restraint, to the metaphysical conditions for such an experience. If this sort of argument were possible, then one could present the usus pauper position as the most reasonable, without ever mentioning Olivi's name. Indeed, if successful, this strategy could present the usus pauper notion of freedom as central to any ethical life, whether one were a Franciscan or not. It is perhaps the genius of Scotus to have seen the relevance of Olivi's teaching on poverty for authentic human moral excellence.
In this way, Scotus's theory of the will's freedom would have a two-fold benefit. On the one hand, it would shore up the Franciscan commitment to the vow of poverty understood not simply as absence of possessions, but as the restrained use of goods. On the other hand, it would establish the will as a rational and autonomous center for ethical life, thereby affirming human dignity and integrity.
The natural ability for rectitude in the will
Anselm is a key authority for Scotus when he presents the natural dignity of the will, insofar as the will possesses the capacity for rectitude. In his interpretation of Anselm, Scotus highlights two aspects we saw earlier in Olivi's discussion of the will in his Tractatus questio 8: that the will possesses a natural dignity and that this natural dignity is constituted by the will's capacity for self-restraint. Like his predecessor, Scotus asserts that understanding the will's natural constitution is key to understanding its dignity. In a move that brings together Olivi's first two arguments (natural rectitude and the state of innocence), Scotus emphasizes (in Ordinatio II, d. 6) that the "native freedom of the will," constituted by its two affections (affectio iustitiae/affectio commodi), is not lost through original sin. The will's dignity is here enhanced beyond what Olivi had proposed: both by its natural constitution and by the fact that it still retains that constitution it had in the state of innocence. In his later Reportatio Parisiensis II, d. 6 Scotus returns again to this point, here identifying the affectio iusti with the will's freedom as the specific difference of human nature. 45 In this passage, the Subtle Doctor brings together Olivi's insight about the will's natural rectitude and self-mastery and Anselm's insight about freedom (as the rectitude of the will propter se servata). In addition, especially in the Reportatio, Scotus endorses a notion of the rational will understood as a complex cause that includes within it the act of intellection. 46 This rational will is capable of self-determination precisely because of its innate indeterminatio. Here we see how, in his own theory of the rational will, Scotus does not simply bring together the two voices of authority, he extends and, in this extension, transforms them. Both Olivi and Anselm had identified this highest form of the will's freedom with the state of innocence. Olivi equated the natural rectitude of the will with usus pauper and placed it before the fall. Anselm had identified it as an original state of justice, lost through original sin. It is Scotus who claims that this very sort of freedom, what Olivi identifies with usus pauper and Anselm identifies with original justice, is present to the created will, pro statu isto, or in its present state. Indeed, were the will not to possess this affection for justice naturally and in the present state, no freedom would exist.
Scotus also argues in this way in his Ordinatio II, d. 6, q. 2, where he recalls Anselm's De casu diaboli. In that earlier text, Anselm had sought to explain the nature of angelic freedom, by means of a Gedankexperiment in which he imagines the gradual creation of an angelic being. Anselm's point in that text is to show that freedom requires more than the affectio commodi: it requires the affectio iustitiae. Scotus picks up this point in his commentary on angelic freedom, noting how freedom requires both affections, with a reference to Anselm.
For if one were to think, according to that fictitious situation Anselm postulates in the Fall of the Devil, that there was an angel with an affection for the beneficial, but without an affection for justice (i.e., one that had a purely intellectual appetite as such and not one that was free), such an angel would be unable not 46 to will what is beneficial, and unable not to covet such above all. But this would not be imputed to it as sin, because this appetite would be related to intellect as the visual appetite is now related to sight, necessarily following what is shown to it by the cognitive power, and being inclined to seek the very best revealed by such a power, for it would have nothing to restrain it. Therefore, this affection for justice, which is the first checkrein on the affection for the beneficial, inasmuch as we need not actually seek that toward which the latter affection inclines us, nor must we seek it above all else (namely to the extent to which we are inclined by this affection for the advantageous) -this affectio for what is just, I say, is the liberty innate to the will, since it represents the first checkrein on this affection for the advantageous.
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Scotus takes Anselm's angel and integrates it into an argument that closely follows Olivi's reasoning. Here we see the two affections that constitute self-mastery: the affectio iustitiae controls the affectio commodi. The higher affection represents the free dimension of the will, that by which it is able to control itself (se refrenaret) in all its appetites and inclinations. This innate freedom distinguishes will from operating along the lines of other natural powers, sense knowl- 47 edge as well as "mere intellectual appetite," once again recalling Olivi's critque of the intellect without a will. 48 Even though he uses Olivi's approach to understand Anselm, Scotus's insight regarding the natural dignity of the will post lapsum enables him to reframe both Olivi and Anselm in their affirmation of the dignity of freedom and the essential nature of self-restraint as part of the vow of poverty. As we saw earlier, Olivi had (in II, q. 57) identified the important act of self-restraint that grounded the will's freedom. He had also adverted to the Anselmian affections as important in our understanding of the will's exercise of free choice. But Olivi did not, as Scotus does, affirm the importance of the affectio iustitiae as the innate freedom of the will, that by which the will is able to restrain itself (se refrenaret) in its present state.
Si enim intelligeretur -secundum illam fictionem Anselmi De casu diaboli -quod esset angelus habens affectionem commodi et non iustitiae (hoc est, habens appetitum intellectivum mere ut appetitum talem et non ut liberum), talis angelus non posset non velle commoda, nec etiam non

Freedom, self mastery and self restraint
The natural or native dignity of the will, constituted by the two affections, expresses itself in self-restraint and, ultimately, self-mastery. Scotus continues in Ordinatio II, d. 6 to explain the various modes of self-restraint of which the will is capable. These deal with the intensity of the act of willing, the precipitance for the object, or with appropriate means for obtaining the object. All three deal with the will's relationship to itself and its own reflexive act of willing what is good.
There are three ways, however, in which a will, able to moderate itself as regards the happiness befitting it, could fail to do so. As to intensity, it might love it more passionately than it deserves. Or through precipitance, it might want it sooner than is becoming. Or with disregard to the proper causal way to obtain 48 As I argue in "Did Scotus Modify his Position on the Relationship of Intellect and Will," RTPM 69 (2002): 108, Scotus casts the affectio commodi as an intellectual appetite, thereby intellectualizing the gradual creation of the angelic being. This move brings him closer to Olivi's position in II, q. 57 on "intellectual brutes" and distances himself from Anselm's original use of the Gedankexperiment.
it -for instance, it might want it without meriting it -or perhaps for other reasons, all of which one need not bother with here.
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Scotus develops this notion of freedom as self-mastery more fully in his Questions on the Metaphysics, IX, 14-15, with an eye to establishing the metaphysical framework of rationality within which the will operates.
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In this text we discover the philosophical heart of Scotus's position on rational freedom. Scotus sets up the preliminary discussion of the will as a self-mover in question 14, presenting Aristotle's metaphysical categories in question 15. In this latter text, Aristotle's distinction between rational and irrational potencies enable Scotus to affirm the superiority of the will alone as rational self-mover.
Question 14, in which Scotus identifies the will as a selfmover contains both an oblique reference to Olivi's position in II, q. 58 (he is listed among multis who have defended the will's freedom) 51 and the example of what Scotus himself means when he calls the will a self-mover. At the end of six examples of self-moving powers, he presents the will which "is capable of not choosing (non velle) 50 Tobias Hoffmann's "The Distinction Between Nature and Will in Duns Scotus," AHDLMA 66 (1999): 189-224, presents an extremely helpful discussion of Scotus's position and how it influences his understanding of the will's self-determination. 51 Haec de voluntate a multis multipliciter sunt improbata, quae non oportet hic in speciali sed alibi explanare. IX, 14, n. 62 (IV, 649). The editors refer "multis" to James of Viterbo, Quodl. I, q. 7 (ed. E. Ypma, 88-102), Gonsalvo of Spain, Quodl. 8, in corp. (BFS IX, and Peter John Olivi, Summa II, q. 58 in corp. (BFS V, .
Again, if some other action is naturally presupposed to its own and does not occur, then the agent will not act. Finally, if it is a free agent, it is able of itself to refrain from acting…. A sample of the sixth is the will, which is capable of not choosing what the intellect shows it.
itself, but to govern and restrain its own movement, including its own modality (intensity) of acting. Scotus goes further than Olivi on this point, clearly departing from Olivi's critique of pagan philosophers. Indeed, this important act of self-restraint is possible, as Scotus explains further in q. 15, and explainable because of the deeper metaphysical category of rational potencies at the heart of reality, a category to which the will alone belongs. It is Aristotle's metaphysical categories of rational/irrational potencies that make it possible for Scotus to explain not just self-restraint and self-mastery in the will, but the way in which the act of self-restraint is grounded in the will's own nature as rational cause, and this, on the authority of the Philosopher. Now Olivi's position can be made to make even better sense, with the help of Aristotle and the Aristotelian metaphysical categories of rational and irrational, or, as Scotus explains, free and natural.
But there is only a twofold generic way an operation proper to a potency can be elicited. For either [1] the potency of itself is determined to act, so that so far as itself is concerned, it cannot fail to act when not impeded from without; or [2] it is not of itself so determined, but can perform either this act or its opposite, or can either act or not act at all. A potency of the first sort is commonly called 'nature,' whereas one of the second sort is called 'will.' 54 It is Aristotle who helps Scotus distinguish between causes that act merely contingently but not freely. It is Aristotle who enables him to see how to establish indetermination as the sine qua non condition for self-determination. Only when the will is undetermined by anything other than itself, lying thereby outside the order of natural causal determinism, can the act of self-movement take place. The Franciscan's attempt to outline the true nature of moral freedom by setting aside all other examples that are merely contingent (such as the intellect) in order to focus on those which are free (the will alone), enables him to move more carefully within the domain of the natural order and identify within that order a causal principle that is not determined by anything other than itself. This power alone is rational and can only be identified with the will. Indeed, if the will were not capable of such an act of self-restraint, all would happen "according to the manner of nature" (per modum naturae) and in a determined matter. No true freedom (indetermination) would exist.
Indeed, if -to assume the impossible -the intellect and its subordinate powers alone existed, without a will, everything would occur deterministically after the manner of nature, and there would be no potency sufficient to accomplish anything to the contrary.
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In this short passage, we find both a textual reference (albeit oblique) to Olivi's position on freedom as indetermination, 56 and a reprise of the Anselmian intellect without a will. But, more importantly, Scotus now incorporates Aristotle's causal categories into the argument, thus providing a metaphysical foundation for what human introspection reveals to each agent faced with a choice. Scotus offers the same method of proof as Olivi: the evidence of self-awareness. Aristotle's metaphysical discussion and distinction among potencies have now been transformed both by the lens of Olivi and that of Anselm.
What's more, the Aristotelian analysis enables Scotus to distinguish more carefully between that indeterminatio that is imperfect and the indeterminatio that is perfect, a superabundant sufficiency. Something indeterminate in this second sense, explains Scotus, is capable of determining itself.
I reply: there is a certain indeterminacy of insufficiency, based on potentiality and a defect of actuality, in the way, for instance that matter without a form would be indeterminate as regards the actuation given by the form. There is another indeterminacy, however, that of a superabundant sufficiency, based on unlimited actuality, either in an unqualified or a qualified sense.
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The divine will now emerges within this philosophical discussion as exemplar of the perfect indeterminate will, the unlimited actuality of rational freedom.
Anselm's angelic being
The argument in Quaestiones super libros Metaphysicorum IX, 14-15 offers several veiled allusions to Olivi. One we have already seen, at q. 15 n. 67, where Scotus refers to the intellect existing without a will -the very intellectual brute that Olivi had identified in II, 57. A second occurs through a double-veiled allusion: at n. 30, where Scotus refers the reader to "what has been explained more at length elsewhere about the will's liberty."
59 The "elsewhere" referred to by Sco- tus is to his Lectura I, d. 39 on the will's freedom and to his Quodlibet Question 16.
Scotus's treatment of the will's freedom in Book I, d. 39 offers by far the strongest connection to Olivi that can be found in his texts. In this argument, carefully studied by several scholars in recent years, we find what has come to be identified as the theory of "synchronic contingency," the possibility of the will to act otherwise than it does at the very instant it acts. It is to this sort of contingency that Scotus refers at n. 30 60 where he appeals to immediate personal experience of the ability to will otherwise, at the very instant of willing. Stephen Dumont's 1995 study links this argument carefully to Olivi's original discussion of angelic freedom (in II, q. 42) and human freedom (in II, q. 57) and of the requirements necessary for the fullness of freedom in a self-moving cause.
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In respect to the same temporal instant, the will is capable of acting in an opposite manner or ceasing to act as it did.
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Scotus returns to this angelic example, initially presented by Anselm and critiqued by Olivi, in his final Parisian teaching on distinction 25 of Book II. This passage, taken from the Reportatio teaching of post 1302 Paris is chronologically parallel to the Quaestiones super libros Metaphysicorum and Quodlibetal discussions.
63 It names two of the three authorities (Aristotle and Anselm) and yet relies principally on a third person not named: Olivi both in his affirmation of self-mastery as the heart of freedom and in his critique of Anselm's argument of De Casu diaboli.
60 See note 57 above. 61 "The Origin of Scotus's Theory of Synchronic Contingency," 160-67. In this article Dumont used the "Apograph" version of Bk. I, d. 39 (according to Baliç's hypothesis, this was the work of Scotus's students) since "its organization is more clear." According to Dumont, "there is no doctrinal conflict between this 'Apograph' and the Lecture" (op. cit., 150, note 7). The "Apograph" is found in the Vatican edition VI, 417-19. 62 Et respectu eiusdem nunc et secundum illam prioritatem naturalem in ipso eodem nunc fuit prius naturaliter potens ad exeundum in actum oppositum seu ad cessandum ab ipso quam fuerit ponendus in actu ipse effectus. Olivi, II, q. 57 (Jansen, II, 348 I say that the intellect can be understood insofar as it is a certain operative power, or insofar as the intellect and will are concurrent principles as regards practical things that are produced outwardly through the intellect and will. The Philosopher rarely speaks of the intellect in the first sense, but refers to it very frequently in the second sense throughout almost the entire book of the Ethics and in Bk. 9 of the Metaphysics, Bk. 3 of the De anima, and Bk. 2 of the Physics, [section] 'On rational power.' And in this sense 'one acting through the intellect' is distinguished from 'one acting through nature.' Apart from this, 'an intellective appetite that is not able to determine itself but that is drawn [to something] naturally' can exist without contradiction. E.g., Anselm makes up something like that in De casu diaboli, chapter 12, [i.e.,] that [supposedly] first there was one angel who had only the intellect or the appetite, so that he could have an affection for the useful, but would lack an affection for the just. That angel, then, could only be drawn to intelligible things, by way of nature: just as presently a sensible appetite is naturally drawn to sensibles that harmonize with it, but could not be drawn to intelligible things as something harmonious with it. Therefore, there is nothing except the will in created reality that can of itself determine itself, and consequently nothing else in created reality apart from it can be the total cause of volition.
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In this text, as I have argued elsewhere, 65 we find Scotus's most mature position on the rational will as that capacity for free self-determination that functions with the intellect as a "complex cause." The indetermination he initially inherits from Olivi becomes, thanks to Aristotle's causal distinction, the self-determination that is the heart of freedom.
66
Quodlibet question 16 makes this point even more strongly. In this text, Scotus argues for the fullness of freedom as the capacity for self-mastery. The power of the will to command other powers includes its own power to suspend itself.
Nothing is so in the power of the will as the will itself." [Augustine, Retractions I, 9] This should be understood as referring to the will's action rather than to the will itself. It is in the power of the will that by its command another power act or refrain from acting, for example, that the intellect refrain from considering at least that object whose consideration is necessary for issuing the command. Hence it is in the power of the will that it does not act regarding that specific object. I do not understand this in the sense that the will could voluntarily suspend all its activity. It could voluntarily not will that object and still have another volition, viz., one that reflects on its own act, for instance, "I will not elicit an act as regards that object." This can well happen; otherwise the will could not suspend an act after deliberating.
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Quodlibetal Question 16 mirrors the Metaphysics IX, 15 discussion in a number of ways. Scotus refers to Aristotle's categories of rational and irrational potencies, as well as to the important distinction between natural and free causes. He identifies the will's indetermination as most perfect when it appears as self-determination. Finally, he affirms the truth of the nature of freedom in a manner similar to his earlier discussion, as well as to Olivi's arguments: no reason can be given other than "this is the will" and the will wills in this manner.
68 But here, the metaphysical backdrop is not the two orders of Aristotelian causality, but the divine will itself. Self-mastery, self-restraint and self-determination have no greater exemplar than in the activity of the Triune God. And here, even the Stagirite is eclipsed by Christian revelation.
Like Olivi, Scotus identifies freedom as grounded in the will's self-mastery as a reflexive capacity that belongs to the will alone. Like Olivi, he appeals to self-awareness in the moment of choice as certain proof for the existence and superiority of freedom in the will. The natural will, constituted as it is by the two Anselmian affections, has all it needs for its own self-regulation and, thus, for its own perfection. It is in its nature as a sole rational potency, that the human will distinguishes itself from all other beings.
These elements come together for Scotus as a possible defense for and explanation of the centrality of usus pauper, not merely for the vow of poverty, but for the excellence of the rational will. Restrained use is based upon the natural constitution of the human will. It is evident to anyone who is attentive to her own activity of willing. It is perfective of the human person and human moral living. The metaphysical grounding of this rational will is discovered, claims Scotus, when we reflect with Aristotle on the orders of causality at the heart of reality. The rational order is self-determined be- cause it is undetermined by natural causality. The ability of the will to move itself is based upon its reflexivity. This act of self-movement and self-determination, based upon the natural capacity for self-restraint, is perfected in self-mastery, as a superabundant sufficiency. Thus imperfect freedom (indeterminatio) is the starting point for perfect freedom. Finally, the vow of poverty, understood both as lack of possessions and as restrained use of the goods of the earth, supports and perfects the natural constitution of the human person as rational and as free.
Part iii: iMPlicationS and Significance of olivi'S influence on ScotuS
The presence and influence of Olivi as a background figure in Scotus's texts may indeed fill out and be filled out by adverting to the concepts involved in the usus pauper controversy: the role of self-restraint, the natural dignity of the will, the place of the vow of poverty (and Franciscan identity) at the heart of Scotus's ethics. If indeed Scotus's own reflection and teaching on the rational will was influenced by the poverty discussions at the close of the thirteenth century, then his own particular notion of human freedom may hold far more than an affirmation of the will's indeterminatio. This notion of freedom is only the necessary (yet imperfect) condition for the exercise of freedom and not the fullness of superabundant sufficiency, itself the fruit of the will's selfmastery.
The role of Aristotle in Scotus's reflection on the question of the will's freedom, the metaphysical categories of rational causality, and the identification of the three acts of the will (velle/nolle/non velle) point to Scotus's own original response to this question and to the voices within the Franciscan tradition with which he was familiar. Olivi had argued that the Christian sage should never be servile toward pagan authorities. Scotus takes up, and by transforming Aristotle's notion of rational causality, develops his own position on the will's dignity and freedom, one that might serve to ground the theoretical position on poverty as usus pauper. At the close of this study, we list what might be considered the key elements in his own theory of usus pauper, based upon the rational will as centerpiece for a Franciscan theory of human ethical freedom.
Scotus identifies of the affectio iustitiae as native to the will pro statu isto. This is his debt to Anselm. Scotus saves that very freedom that is so dear to Olivi by placing it not simply in the natural rectitude of the will as created and intended by God, but in the actual exercise of human willing. No longer proper only to the state of innocence, this freedom can now be placed in connection with Aristotelian notions of rationality and of voluntary action. These basic causal categories enable him to ground the natural dignity and perfection of the will on its capacity for self-control, the foundation for all ethical behavior.
Scotus brings out more clearly the consequences of freedom as self-mastery when he names the three acts of the will: velle, nolle, non velle. These acts reveal the will's dominion over itself and other powers. They belong to the primary data of human experience, available through introspection. They do not, however, exist in a vacuum. They are the result of the dynamic interaction of the two Anselmian affections within the will, explaining more carefully how the will is capable of self-movement and how, at the very moment of willing, the will retains the ability to do otherwise. These three acts of the will manifest the self-mastery and reflexive dominion which Olivi prized. But now, thanks to Aristotle, the data of human experience is given philosophical and metaphysical grounding, which Scotus will ultimately (in Quodlibet 16) tie to the divine will as exemplar of perfection.
If indeed Scotus's discussion, as I suggest here, can be read against the backdrop of a Franciscan reflection on the nature of poverty as usus pauper, then he would have provided Minister General Gonsalvo of Spain exactly what he needed to appeal to his brothers, and to call them toward an authentic Franciscan life of detachment from worldly goods. His theory grounds usus pauper on the nature of the will, as capable of controlling its own behavior for "nothing is so in the power of the will as the will itself." This category of voluntary action, present in Augustine and Aristotle, is foun-dational to any ethical theory. It provides the philosophical underpinning for a discussion of human perfection, based upon the natural dignity of the will itself. Scotus's theory identifies self-mastery and self-dominion as the highest form of rational freedom and as an experience which is evident to introspection. His theory modifies the traditional Anselmian categories of commodi/iustitiae and the two affections in the will to advance the particular Franciscan vision of the primacy of the will and its superiority over the intellect. And, finally, his renewed vision of a truly rational will, into which the activity of intellection is integrated, effectively cuts him from the more extreme intellectualist Aristotelians at the close of the thirteenth century.
Scotus has, in the formulation of this position, exercised that very independence from philosophical authorities and freedom which Olivi had advocated. He offers a renewed vision of the rational will that makes its highest act one of self-restraint. The fullest perfection of rational freedom can now be seen to lie beyond the borders of Franciscan membership: usus pauper, the restrained use of the goods of the earth belongs to every rational will. The Franciscan vow of poverty, understood in this way, is perfective of all persons. Indeed, it belongs to the human vocation. Gonsalvo would have done well to have made this argument to his brothers.
